INTRODUCTION
APs in Polish can function as primary predicates in copular clauses. They can also be used in non-copular clauses as secondary predicates modifying subjects or complements. In the former use, all types of AP predicates are possible, but they yield different semantic effects. In the latter case, only a restricted set of APs is felicitous. It is the aim of this paper to determine the various syntactic and semantic restrictions on AP predicates functioning as both types of predicates in Polish and to link them with the two typologies of predicates present in the literature. The first typology is well-established and goes back to the works of Gary Milsark 1 and Greg Carlson 2 . It posits a binary distinction within the class of AP predicates, namely between Individual Level Predicates (henceforth, ILP) and Stage Level Predicates (henceforth, SLP). The other more recent typology, proposed by Isabelle Roy 3 , rejects the IL/ SL dichotomy, and offers instead a ternary division of predicates into defining, characterizing and situation-descriptive. It is argued here that although both typologies can account for some data, neither of them is capable of handling the whole range of AP predicates in Polish. The paper has the following structure: Section 2 focuses on the distinction between ILPs and SLPs and the way it is manifested for Polish AP predicates. Section 3 highlights some problematic cases for the IL/SL dichotomy. Section 4 introduces Roy's three-way typology of predicates, while section 5 demonstrates its validity for Polish. Section 6 makes an attempt at comparing the two typologies with each other in order to check which of them is more advantageous in the light of the data analyzed. Section 7 provides the conclusions.
IL AND SL ADJECTIVES IN POLISH
It has been widely recognized that AP predicates can refer to either stable, habitual and unalterable properties or to temporary, accidental and transient ones. This distinction has been formalized by Milsark and Carlson, who put forward a distinction between ILPs and SLPs 4 . Carlson proposes that the former are directly predicated of individuals 5 , while the latter are predicated of stages, where a stage is defined as "a spatially and temporally bounded manifestation of something" 6 : it is "a space-time slice" of an individual 7 . To illustrate the difference between ILPs and SLPs, Carlson uses examples such as (1) and (2): (1) John is drunk.
(2) John is intelligent.
Carlson argues that (1) denotes a set of stages of being drunk, while (2) represents a permanent property of an individual called John. Sentence (1) is true if and only if one of John's stages corresponds to the stage of being drunk. Sen-4 Actually Milsark calls SLPs state-descriptive predicates. 5 For Carlson, individuals correspond to objects and kinds. Objects represent specific entities such as Mary and my cat, while kinds comprise generic NPs such as cats. This distinction is not relevant for the discussion carried out in the paper, and therefore we will not elaborate on it any further. 6 G. CARLSON, Reference to kinds..., p. 115. 7 G. CARLSON, Reference to kinds..., p. 128. tence (2), in turn, is true if and only if John, rather than one of his stages, is in the set of individuals that are intelligent. Some instances of adjectival ILPs from Polish are provided in (3) below 8 :
(3) wysoki 'tall', inteligentny 'intelligent', mądry 'wise', ostroĪny 'careful', gáupi 'foolish', grzeczny 'polite', gruby 'fat', áysy 'bold', polski 'Polish', nerwowy 'nervous', máody 'young', szeroki 'wide', maáy 'small', dyskretny 'discreet', etc.
Some adjectival SLPs are listed in (4):
(4) chory 'sick', nieobecny 'absent', sam 'alone', zdenerwowany 'angry', znudzony 'bored', pijany 'drunk', nieprzytomny 'unconscious', zmĊczony 'tired', nagi 'naked', zadowolony 'satisfied', zaabsorbowany 'absorbed', wĞciekáy 'furious', etc.
The distinction between ILPs and SLPs has been commonly located in the Lexicon (cf. William Ladusaw 9 , Angelica Kratzer 10 , Gennaro Chierchia 11 ). For a number of linguists, lexical items are selected from the Lexicon to enter the derivation specified for the feature IL or SL (or even both). However, there are linguists who treat this typology as belonging to the realm of syntax, rather than the Lexicon (cf. Gillian Ramchand 12 , Ángel Gallego and Juan Uriagereka 13 , Roy) 14 . For them, the IL/SL dichotomy is constructed at the level of sentence structure, and is not a part of a lexical entry of a given word. It is not our purpose here to determine which of the two stances presented above is right. However, it seems that there is evidence in favour of the claim that the 8 The IL/SL distinction is valid not only of AP, but also of other types of predicates, including VPs, NPs and PPs. Compare sentences (i) and (ii) below with verbal predicates, where the former refers to a temporary activity, while the latter denotes a stable one:
(i) Mark kissed Betty.
(ii) Mark adores Betty. 9 W.A. LADUSAW, Thetic and categorical, stage and individual, weak and strong, in: Proceedings of SALT IV, eds. M. Harvey and L. Santelmann, Cornell: Ithaca 1994, pp. 220-229. 10 A. KRATZER, Stage-level and individual-level predicates as inherent generics, in: The generic book, eds. G.N. Carlson and F.J. Pelletier, Chicago-London 1995, pp. 125-175. 11 G. CHIERCHIA, Individual-level predicates as inherent generics, in: The Generic book, eds. G.N. Carlson and F.J. Pelletier, Chicago-London 1995, pp. 176-223. 12 G. RAMCHAND, Two subject positions in Scottish Gaelic: The syntax-semantics interface, "Natural Language Semantics" 4(1996), pp. 165-191. 13 Á. GALLEGO and J. URIAGEREKA, The lexical syntax of ser and estar, ms., Universitat Autónoma de Barcelona and University of Maryland 2011.
14 Gallego and Uriagereka treat the IL/SL distinction as belonging to the so-called lexico--syntax.
IL/SL dichotomy is not restricted to the Lexicon. In particular, ILPs can get a stage-level reading, depending on the context, as confirmed by (5) Normally both adjectives gáupi 'stupid' and mądry 'wise' are IL, however, in the context present in (5), the adjective gáupi 'dumb' gets a temporary interpretation, typical of SLPs. This strongly suggests that IL or SL interpretation of the adjective cannot be determined once and for all at the lexical level.
IL/SL adjectives have been extensively studied in Spanish and Russian. In Spanish, the IL/SL dichotomy seems to be reflected in the choice of one of the two copulas ser or estar, present in the language. There are a number of linguists who, at least to some degree, associate (7), showing an IL predicate, is ill-formed. Consequently, the conclusion can be drawn that Polish, like English, can host only SLPs in perceptual reports.
The second test that Carlson makes use of to establish the distinction between IL and SL predicates is based on the difference in interpretation of bare plural subjects found with these two types of predicates. He argues that bare plural subjects can have both an existential and generic interpretation when constructed with SLPs in English, while they admit only a generic interpretation when they appear with ILPs (cf. also Kratzer, Moly Diesing 24 ). This observation is directly applicable to Polish, as confirmed by the data in (8) and (9) 25 The contrast in the interpretation of (8) and (9) comes to light in existential sentences. A corresponding existential sentence is possible only for (8), as can be seen in (i) below, but not for (9), as confirmed by (ii) The adjective zdenerwowany 'angry' belongs to SLPs (cf. (4) above), and as can be seen in (10), it can be felicitously used as a secondary predicate referring to the subject. The adjective inteligentny 'intelligent', which represents an ILP (cf. (3) above), cannot be used as a depictive modifying the subject, as demonstrated in (11).
Still another difference between IL and SL predicates becomes noticeable when we take into account modification by time adverbials (cf. Kratzer, Claudia Maienborn 31 ). Only SLPs can be so modified, while ILPs do not tolerate this type of modification. The contrast comes to light in sentences such as (12) and (13) In (12) and (13) the adverb czasami 'sometimes' is used with a SL and IL predicate, respectively. Only the former sentence is grammatical, while the other one is semantically ill-formed, since according to Krazter, a temporal quantifier needs a temporal variable to bind, which is missing for ILPs.
ILPs are different from SLPs in that they do not admit modification by place adverbials (cf. for instance Satu Manninen 32 ), as confirmed by the following data: The place adverbial such as w biurze 'in the office' can be felicitously added in (14), which contains a SLP, but not in (15) similar to example (13) above, the unacceptability of (15) follows from that fact that an ILP lacks, not only a temporal, but also a locative variable for the locative modifier to bind (cf. Kratzer).
So far, five differences between ILPs and SLPs realized as APs in Polish have been pointed out. Space limitations prevent us from mentioning all the contrasts between these two classes of predicates. They include, among others, the use of these two types of predicates in absolute constructions (see Manninen, Marín 33 ), accompanied by when-conditionals (cf. Gerhard Jäger 34 , Fábregas et al.), and leading to or blocking life time effects (see Kratzer, Jäger, as well as examples (24)- (27) below). However, since the IL/SL dichotomy has a number of syntactic and semantic reflexes in Polish, it seems justified to claim that this typology is valid for Polish. Nonetheless, as shall see in section 3, there are some serious problems that this distinction faces in Polish and in other languages.
PROBLEMATIC ISSUES FOR THE IL/SL DISTINCTION
The most serious problem that arises for the IL/SL dichotomy, which has already been hinted at while discussing example (5) above, concerns the fact that ILPs often coerce into SLPs. Coercion of this kind is particularly noticeable in the case of the so-called Evaluative Adjectives (henceforth, EAs) 35 . These are adjectives such as the following: Linguistics" 14(1999), pp. 65-94. 35 Coercion is defined by Pustejovsky (p. 111) as follows: "Type coercion is a semantic operation that converts an argument to the type which is expected by a function where it would otherwise result in a type error".
Coercion affects not only AP predicates, but also verbal ones, as can be seen in (i) below, taken from Escandell and Leonetti (p. 164):
(i) Suddenly, I knew the answer. In (i) the stative verb seems to be incompatible with the adverb suddenly. This incompatibility is resolved by coercing a state into an event.
EAs are normally treated as ILPs (see Carlson, Fábregas et al.) , which is confirmed by the fact that some of the adjectives enumerated in (16) are also included in the list of ILPs in (3) above. This classification, however, is problematic, as EAs pattern with ILPs only in two respects, i.e. as regards the interpretation of bare plural subjects and their inability to function as depictives 36 . These two properties are illustrated in (17) and (18) Sentence (17), similarly to that in (9), has only a generic interpretation, but it lacks an existential reading, i.e. it can only mean All doctors are intelligent. Sentence (18), in a way analogous to (11), is impossible with the EA used as a depictive.
EAs are different from ILPs, but resemble SL predicates as regards modification by temporal adjuncts. This is illustrated in (19) below, which is perfectly grammatical just like (12) above with a SLP. In a way similar to SLPs, EAs also allow locative modifiers, as can be seen in (20) 37 : 36 In perception reports such as (6) and (7) What is more, EAs can co-occur with both time and place adverbials, as in (21): (21) Marek jest czasami miáy w pracy. EA Mark is sometimes nice at work 'Mark is sometimes nice at work.'
The data such as (19), (20) and (21) are problematic for the conclusion reached in section 2, following Kratzer, that only SLPs must be anchored in space and time.
In order to deal with the problem that EAs give rise to, Fábregas et al. argue that EAs have a special status and should in fact be viewed as ILPs that have an ability to predicate of two types of subject, either an individual or an event. In the former case, they behave like typical ILPs, while in the latter they resemble eventive verbs, which need to be anchored in time and space. If this approach is adopted to Polish, the EA in (17) will be seen as behaving like an ordinary ILP that attributes a property to the subject, i.e. lekarze 'doctors'. The EAs in (19) and (20) (as well as in (21)), on the other hand, will be viewed as predicating of an event of being nice, rather than attributing a property to an individual Mark. In other words, (19) would mean Mark sometimes behaves in a nice way, while (20) would be understood as Mark behaves in a nice way in the office. Fábregas et al. show how this approach can be implemented in syntax and semantics. However, the details of their analysis will not be presented here, as they are not relevant for the main purpose of this paper, which is a comparison of the IL/SL dichotomy with Roy's typology of predicates, to which we will turn in Sections 4, 5 and 6.
ROY'S TYPOLOGY OF PREDICATES
Roy, who rejects the IL/SL distinction, proposes that predicates should be divided into three types, namely defining, characterizing, and situation-descriptive. Defining predicates are those that express a defining property, i.e. "a property salient enough to "define" an individual as a particular member of a class of individuals" 38 . Characterizing predicates ascribe a property to an individual, whereas situation-descriptive predicates do not ascribe any property, but describe situations. Roy analyses both nominal and adjectival predicates found in copular clauses in French, Russian, Spanish and Irish. She notes that only nominal predicates can be defining, and they can be found, for instance in French copular sentences containing nominal predicates preceded by an indefinite article, as in (22) Roy notes that both sentences (22) and (23) represent attributive predication, but only in the former is the predicate defining in the sense described above, while in the latter the predicate belongs to the characterizing class and thus represents a case of pure attribution. Roy shows that defining predicates differ from characterizing ones as regards their use as secondary predicates, their appearance with a time or place adverbial, and their giving rise to life time effects, among others. 39, 40 Only characterizing predicates (as in (23)) can be used as secondary predicates, can be restricted by time and place adverbials, and do not give rise to life time effects in the past, in contradistinction to defining predicates (as in (22)), which show the opposite properties.
It is worth noting that the properties mentioned above as distinguishing defining from characterizing predicates closely resemble those characteristics that were used in section 3 to draw a line between ILPs and SLPs. Even as re-38 I. ROY, Nonverbal predication..., p. 35. 39 Roy's analysis is presented in detail in Bondaruk. Moreover, Bondaruk shows that Roy's distinction between defining and characterizing predicates is valid for Polish nominal predicates attested in copular clauses. In particular, nominative case marked predicates are defining, whereas instrumental case marked ones are characterizing. The majority of the differences that Roy notes for French nominal predicates can also be observed for Polish nominative vs. instrumental case-marked nominal predicates. As the paper deals with AP predicates, not with nominal ones, the interested reader is referred to Bondaruk for details. 40 Life time effects arise in those past tense sentences that entail that their subject is now dead (cf. (24)- (27) Sentences (24) and (26), containing ILPs, imply that Mary is no longer alive, whereas no entailment of this kind ever arises in sentences (25) 44 The contrast between defining predicates and IL predicates can be observed in (i) and (ii) below, quoted after Roy (p. 48):
(i) *Personne n'est un acteur. defining nobody not-is an actor 'Nobody is an actor.' (ii) Personne n'est intelligent/grand/ italien. IL nobody not-is intelligent/tall/Italian 'Nobody is intelligent/tall/Italian.' Sentence (i), containing a defining predicate, cannot be found in the context which favours ILPs, as confirmed by (ii). The grammaticality contrast between sentences such as (i) and (ii) strongly argues against subsuming defining predicates under the label. of ILPs.
with stage level predicates and sometimes with individual level predicates, which makes it impossible to treat characterizing predicates as members of either of the two classes. Consequently, Roy 45 concludes that neither the bare nominal nor the variant with the article have exactly the properties of stage and individual level predicates, respectively.
Having presented the basic tenets of Roy's analysis, let us now turn to the way she approaches adjectival predicates in French. For her, AP predicates can be either characterizing or situation-descriptive. Characterizing AP predicates, as in (30) below, similarly to characterizing NP predicates, as in (29) 46 The examples in (28)- (30) come from Roy (p. 74) . 47 The data in (31)- (33) are taken from Roy (p. 76) . 48 The symbol '#' stands for semantically/pragmatically ill-formed.
Additionally, Roy 49 emphasizes that there is a semantic difference between situation-descriptive and characterizing predicates, which comes to light in sentences such as (34) below:
(34) Paul est ivrogne, mais là (exceptionnellement) il n'est pas Paul is drunkard but there exceptionally he not-is not ivre. drunk 'Paul is a drunkard, but now (exceptionally) he is not drunk.' Sentence (34) contains an NP predicate ivrogne 'drunkard', which expresses a characterizing property of the subject, and the AP predicate ivre 'drunk', which describes a particular situation. Nonetheless, sentence (34) is not contradictory, as the property of being a drunkard, although characteristic of Paul, does not have to characterize him at the moment when the utterance is produced.
Roy 50 argues that characterizing and situation-descriptive predicates differ as regards the semantic notion of density, i.e. characterizing predicates are non-dense, while the situation-descriptive ones are dense. The formal definition of density is provided in (35), reproduced after Roy 51 :
(35) If a predicate P is interpreted as dense, then P is true of an eventuality e in an interval I if and only if for any I', a subinterval of I, there exists another eventuality e', such that P is true of e' and e' is part of e.
The definition in (35) predicts that a predicate is dense when it holds for every subpart of a given eventuality, whereas it is non-dense if it does not satisfy this condition 52 . The contrast can be illustrated by means of (32) and (33) above. The state of being drunk, as in (32), lasts throughout the whole eventuality of Paul's drunkenness, while the state of being a drunkard, as in (33) Roy (p. 77) defines formally a non-dense predicate as follows: If a predicate P is interpreted as non-dense, then P is true of an eventuality e in an interval I if and only if:
(i) there exists a predicate P' true of e in a qualifying amount of non-overlapping intervals I' of I, and (ii) for every P, P' is the corresponding dense predicate. The qualifying amount, mentioned in (i), is determined by pragmatic and sociological factors for each individual predicate.
does not have to hold without any interruptions (as confirmed by (34)) . Roy 53 argues that for the predicate to be dense, it must be a possible answer to the questions What happened? and What's going on?. She explains that predicates such as happen and go on are always dense, because if an event is not happening/going on, then it ceases to happen/to go on. Consequently, an answer to the question such as (31) above from French, can only be a dense predicate as in (32).
To sum up, Roy's typology relevant for our analysis of AP predicates in Polish is based on the distinction between characterizing (non-dense) and situation-descriptive (dense) predicates. To simplify a bit, dense predicates are those that refer to states that are maintained without interruptions, whereas non-dense predicates do allow for gaps. It is also worth stressing the fact that for Roy, the distinction between dense and non-dense predicates is not lexical, but semantic and context-dependent. The subsequent section aims to test whether the distinctions that Roy has posited based on French data can be applied to Polish AP predicates.
ROY'S TYPOLOGY APPLIED TO POLISH AP PREDICATES
It seems that Polish, in a way analogous to French, possesses two types AP predicates, i.e. characterizing on the one hand, and situation-descriptive on the other. The former type answers the question starting with jaki 'what' (cf. (28) above), while the latter can serve as a reply to the Polish equivalent of the what is going on question (cf. (31) The sentence in (37) with a characterizing adjective such as wysoki 'tall' can answer the question such as (36), but it cannot be felicitously used as an answer to the question in (38) . 54 An adjective such as pijany 'drunk', on the other hand, can be used as an answer to the what is going on question as in (38), and then it represents a situation-descriptive predicate, but it can also answer the question in (36), and then it can be classed as a characterizing predicate.
However, the characterization of the two adjectives present in (37) and (39), provided above, is not unproblematic. First, of all, the adjective pijany 'drunk' must be viewed as dense on the situation-descriptive reading, but as non-dense with the characterizing interpretation. In other words, the state of being drunk must be seen as continuously maintained in (39), but allowing for gaps in (37). This is disadvantageous, as one adjective seems to escape a uniform classification within this typology. A bigger problem relates to the fact that the adjective wysoki 'tall', as in (37), must be viewed as characterizing and hence non-dense. This is highly problematic, as this kind of adjective does not normally have 'natural gaps', i.e. it does not allow for episodes when it does not hold, which would be the case if it were non-dense (cf. footnote 52). To account for this apparent paradox, Roy 55 proposes that adjectives like tall (also obese, bold, etc.) are coerced into non-dense readings (for a definition of coercion cf. footnote 35) and then they are true in those contexts in which gaps arise. In particular, the adjective tall can be coerced into a non-dense reading in which the state of being tall may change. One context in which this kind of reading is possible is a fairy tale. An approach along these lines could be applied to the Polish counterpart of the English adjective tall, i.e. wysoki, used in (37), as well, but it seems to be dubious, since viewing the state of being tall as non-continuously maintained is very unlikely outside the fairy tale context. 54 Polish characterizing nominal predicates (always in the instrumental case), in contradistinction to their French counterparts, do not answer the same question as characterizing adjectives, but require a question such as (i) below, which can be answered as in (ii) Another test that may be used to distinguish dense from non-dense adjectives is based on the use of locative modifiers. Roy 56 notes that locative PPs are always dense, and are therefore compatible only with dense predicates. That this is indeed the case can be observed in (40) and (41): (40) Marek jest pijany w domu.
situation-descriptive (dense) Mark is drunk at home 'Mark is drunk at home.' (41) #Marek jest wysoki w domu.
characterizing (non-dense) Mark is tall at home 'Mark is tall at home.' Sentence (40) with a dense predicate pijany 'drunk' allows a locative modifier, whereas no modification of this kind is possible in (41), containing a nondense predicate wysoki 'dense'.
However, Roy 57 realizes that some non-dense predicates can co-occur with locative modifiers, but then they do not lead to an intersective interpretation, but rather to a subsective one. Consequently, while (40) characterizing (non-dense) Mark is bold on top of-head 'Mark is bold on the top of his head. ' Roy also mentions that locative modifiers with non-dense APs are most commonly interpretable when they are constructed inside a restrictive relative clause put inside a generic statement. Then, the restrictive relative clause can be viewed "as restricting a subset of eventualities or situations where the predicate is true" 58 . In those cases in which neither the subsective nor the generic interpretation is available as in (43) below, the locative PP with a nondense AP predicate is ill-formed:
(43) #Marek jest inteligentny w biurze. characterizing (non-dense) Mark is intelligent in office 'Mark is intelligent in his office.'
To recapitulate, Polish, like French, has two types of AP predicates, i.e. characterizing and situation-descriptive. The distinction is semantic in nature and contextually determined. Situation-descriptive predicates used with locative modifiers allow for intersecive readings, whereas characterizing predicates cooccurring with locatives trigger a subsective or generic interpretation. The subsequent section will relate the two typologies examined in this paper to each other and point out the merits they have and the problems they give rise to.
THE TWO TYPOLOGIES -A COMPARISON
In section 3 some problems have been pointed out for the IL/SL dichotomy, whereas in section 5 we have hinted at some troublesome issues for Roy's typology of AP predicates. Let now take a closer look at the two typologies in question and make an attempt at comparing them with each other.
It seems that the IL/SL dichotomy cannot be easily translated into the characterizing vs. situation-descriptive distinction, postulated by Roy. Actually it might seem that ILPs, which represent stable properties, should be subsumed under the label of dense, hence situation-descriptive, predicates, and SLPs, which encompass transient properties, should be classed as non-dense and therefore characterizing. This intuition, however, is not borne out. As has been shown in section 5 above, typically ILPs such as wysoki 'tall', or áysy 'bold', as in (37) and (42), cannot be treated as dense, as they resist the two density tests proposed by Roy. Firstly, predicates of this type can never be used in answers to the what is going on question (cf. (39)) and secondly, they do not tolerate locative PP modifiers with an intersective interpretation (see (41) and (42)). To be able to treat typically individual level predicates as non-dense, Roy is forced to appeal to the process of coercion, which turns a dense predicate into a non-dense one. This move allows Roy to account for the grammaticality of sentences such as (44) below (example (5), repeated below for convenience):
(44) Marek zacząá studia gáupi, a skoĔczyá mądry.
Mark started studies stupid and finished wise 'Mark started his studies dumb and finished them wise.'
The adjectives gáupi 'stupid ' and mądry 'wise', used in (44) (39) and (40) above), or chory 'sick' (cf. (12) above), can be dense if the predicate is maintained for the entire duration of the eventuality without gaps, or non-dense if it allows for interruptions. 59 In other words, in Roy's model SLPs can be viewed as either situation-descriptive (dense) or characterizing (non-dense), depending on the context. In spite of this, her model is able to account for the contrasts between IL and SL predicates, noted in section 3. For instance, the interpretation of bare plurals, as in (45) and (46) (examples (8) and (9), repeated for convenience), can be treated as a contrast between a dense predicate used in the former, and a non-dense one, found in the latter: . In Roy's analysis, dense predicates, such as dostĊpny 'available', can be associated with the existential and generic interpretations, while the non-dense adjectives, such as pomocny 'helpful', give rise to a generic interpretation only. Consequently, the contrast posited on the basis of the IL/SL distinction can also be captured within Roy's typology. 59 The fact that SLPs can be persistent in time has also been noted by Arche, who supports this claim with the data such as (i) below:
(i) Nasz wódz jest martwy. SL our leader is dead 'Our leader is dead.' EAs, which are highly problematic for the IL/SL distinction (cf. section 4), in Roy's model can be classified as characterizing, hence non-dense, as confirmed by the fact that sentence (47) The only interpretation available for the locative PP in (49) is the intersective one, i.e. (49) can be understood as: Mark is nice when he is at work. This interpretation, however, in Roy's model is reserved for dense predicates only (cf. (40) above). This, in turn, leads us to the conclusion that the status of EAs remains problematic also in Roy's model. Some of EAs show properties typical of non-dense predicates, while some other display properties of dense predicates. This is, certainly a problem for Roy's model. All in all, it appears that the IL/SL dichotomy is more rigid than Roy's system, as it makes it possible to classify an AP predicate as belonging either to one class or the other. Roy's typology allows for more freedom, as one adjective can be characterizing or situation-descriptive, depending on the context in which it appears. In both typologies, the status of EAs is far from certain. As has been noted in section 4, EAs show some properties of ILPs and some of SLPs, which cannot be easily captured within the IL/SL distinction. In Roy's model, EAs exhibit some properties typical of non-dense predicates, and some of dense ones.
CONCLUSIONS
The paper has aimed to show that the two typologies of predicates posited in the literature on the basis of languages other than Polish, namely the IL/SL dichotomy, and the distinction between characterizing and situation-descriptive predicates are valid for Polish AP predicates. It has been argued that the IL/SL contrast is manifested in a number of syntactic and semantic differences. SLPs can be used in perceptual reports, can function as depictives, allow modification by place and time adverbials, and when used with singular bare nominals, they give rise to existential and generic readings. ILPs, on the other hand, show the opposite behavior, and when used in the last context, they are associated with just a generic interpretation. Polish adjectival predicates can also be classified as characterizing and situation-descriptive. The former answer the jaki 'what' question and can be modified by place adverbials with the subsective meaning, whereas the latter can be used as answers to the co jest z x? 'what is going on with x?' question, and when modified by a locative PP, they admit only the intersective interpretation. The two typologies have been compared and the conclusion has been drawn that each of them has its merits. The IL/SL dichotomy makes it possible to classify a given adjective as either a member of one class or the other, while Roy's typology allows for more freedom in that one adjective can be a viewed as characterizing or situation-descriptive, depending on the context. The class of adjectives that remains a problem for both typologies covers EAs. Since they show properties of both IL and SL predicates, it is difficult to classify them as belonging to one class or the other. In Roy's model, EAs seem to behave as non-dense adjectives in that they answer the jaki 'what' question, but some of them allow locative PP modifiers with intersective interpretation, in a way typical of dense predicates. All in all, both typologies certainly broaden our knowledge concerning predicate types and the way the different types of predicates bear on syntax and semantics. Nonetheless, they do have some shortcomings that cannot be easily dealt with.
TWO TYPOLOGIES OF AP PREDICATES IN POLISH -A COMPARISON
S u m m a r y
The paper examines two typologies of predicates found in the literature, put forward for languages other than Polish, mostly English, Spanish, Russian, and French. The first typology goes back to Milsark (1974) and Carlson (1977) , who argue for dividing predicates into individual level and stage level. The former roughly correspond to stable properties, the latter to the transient ones. The distinction has its manifestations in syntax and semantics. The paper shows that the dichotomy is also present in the case of Polish AP predicates. The other typology, that of Roy (2013) , posits the distinction between characterizing and situation-descriptive adjectival predicates. The paper demonstrates that this distinction is valid for Polish, as well. The two typologies have been compared with each other. It has been argued that the IL/SL dichotomy allows us to classify a given adjectival predicate as a member of one class or the other, whereas in Roy's (2013) typology a particular adjective can be either characterizing or situation-descriptive, depending on the context. EAs constitute a class of adjectival predicates that escapes a uniform classification in both typologies under scrutiny.
Key words: individual level predicates, stage level predicates, characterizing predicates, situation-descriptive predicates, APs, density.
